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DETAILED ACTION 

Drawings 



1. New corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required 
in this application because components shown in Figures are too small and hard 
to read. Applicant is advised to employ the services of a competent patent 
draftsperson outside the Office, as the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office no 
longer prepares new drawings. The corrected drawings are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The requirement for 
corrected drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 16, 19 and 29 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: Regarding claim 16, the phrase "selectable" renders the claim 
indefinite because it is unclear from the claim how the output voltage is 
selectable. 

Recitation of "a second field effect transistor operates independently of the 
first field effect transistor in line 3 of Claim 19 is in conflict with what is disclosed 
as the invention as it has been noted that the second field effect transistor is 
controlled as a function of the state of the first field effect transistor. 

Claim 29 recites "selectively controlling the output voltage" but does not 
specify how the selective control is implemented. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 , 8-10, 16-17, and 25-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gohlke (US 2004/0061379). Regarding Claim 1, 
Gohlke discloses an electrical transient protection circuit in a vehicle (Figures 6A- 
C), comprising: an input connector 101 receiving an input voltage; means for 
absorbing 102 electrically connected to the input connector; means for blocking 
103, 104 electrically connected to the input connector, and at least one of the 
means for absorbing and means for blocking conditioning the input voltage by 
suppressing a voltage transient and producing a corresponding output voltage, 
and an output connector (coupled to output 105 in Figure 6C) delivering the 
output voltage, to an electrical component of the vehicle (Paragraphs 39, 40, 42, 
47, 50, 53). The voltage transients being up to i) about 8 times the input voltage 
through a source impedance of about 0.4 ohm for about 0.5 seconds, ii) about 50 
times the input voltage through a source impedance of about 20.0 ohm for about 

1 .0 millisecond, and iii) about 50 times a negative of the input voltage though a 
source impedance of about 20.0 ohm for about 1 .0 millisecond, and that the 
output voltage is less than and equal to about 10% above the input voltage is 
disclosed by Gohlke in the table in Paragraph 50. Standard acceptable levels for 
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voltage transients are disclosed by the American National Standards for load 
dump and inductive switching in vehicles and can be found in industry 
documents (Page 36, Table 4A, Table 4B, SAE J1455). With regard to the 
voltage transient, it can be recognized from the established standards that the 
range of the voltage transient would fall into the ranges specified by the 
standards. It is understood that the output voltage would be about 10% above 
the input voltage to accommodate the tolerances associated with the circuit 
components so that the output voltage is less than about 110% of the input 
voltage. 

Regarding Claim 8, Gohlke discloses the electrical transient protection 
circuit, wherein the means for blocking controls an electrical connection between 
the input connector and the output connector as a function of the voltage 
transient (see Abstract, Paragraphs 5 and 39). Regarding Claim 9, Gohlke 
discloses the electrical transient protection circuit, wherein the means for 
absorbing and means for blocking operate independently of each other 
(Paragraphs 36 and 37). 

Claim 10 differs from Claim 1 in that Claim 10 is limited only as an over 
voltage transient protection circuit instead of an electrical transient protection 
circuit as Claim 1, and the output voltage is limited to less than about 200%, 
instead of 110% as in Claim 1 , of the input voltage. Since Claim 10 recites the 
broader limitation, it may also be rejected on the same basis as Claim 1. 

Claim 16 basically recites elements of Claims 1 except that the output 
voltage is limited as being selectable in Claim 16 compared to corresponding in 
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Claim 1 . Therefore, please refer to the above rejection of Claim 1 . Additionally, 
the output voltage disclosed in Claim 1 depends on the input and therefore may 
be considered to be selectable, as the output would be based on the input and 
components used in the circuit. Claim 17 recites the elements of Claim 9. 
Therefore, please see the rejection for Claim 9. 

Regarding Claims 25-27 and 29, the recited method steps would 
necessarily be performed when implementing the electrical transient protection 
circuit recited in Claims 1 and 10. For example, regarding Claim 26, Gohlke 
discloses said absorbing which includes absorbing the second portion of the 
voltage transient having about 600 Volts said blocking which includes the first 
portion of the voltage transient having about 150 Volts (Paragraph 6). The 
recited about 600 Volts is the transient voltage as set by the industry standard, 
and 150 Volts is the resultant of voltage division across the source impedance 
and the blocking means. 

Regarding Claim 28, Gohlke discloses the method for suppressing 
electrical transients, wherein the blocking includes setting a field effect transistor 
112 or 114 to an open state (Paragraph 44, lines 28-31, Paragraph 53). 
5. Claims 2-6, 13-15, and 18-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gohlke (US 2004/0061379) in view of Gerlach (US 
2002/0054465). Regarding Claim 2, Gohlke discloses the electrical transient 
protection circuit, wherein and the means for blocking includes a field effect 
transistor 112 (see Figure 6C, Paragraph 42). Gohlke does not disclose the 
means for absorbing includes a metal oxide varistor. Gerlach discloses a surge 
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protector (see Figure 1) wherein the means for absorbing includes a metal oxide 
varistor 41 , or 42 (Paragraph 4). It would have been obvious to those skilled in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify Gohlke's circuit with a metal 
oxide varistor as taught by Gerlach, because metal oxide varistors provide surge 
transient protection for many low voltage applications, with nominal operating 
voltages of about six hundred volts or less (Gerlach, Paragraph 4). 

Regarding Claim 3, Gohlke in view of Gerlach discloses the electrical 
transient protection circuit, wherein the means for absorbing absorbs a first 
portion of the voltage transient and the means for blocking blocks a second 
portion of the voltage transient; and the second portion may represent up to all of 
the voltage transient (Paragraphs 5, 6). 

Regarding Claim 4, Gohlke discloses an n-channel switching field effect 
transistor 143 (Paragraph 45). 

Regarding Claim 5, Gohlke discloses a p-channel switching field effect 
transistor 112 or 114 (see Figure 6B). Regarding Claim 6, Gohlke discloses the 
means for absorbing which includes a transient voltage suppressor 107, or, 109, 
or 1 1 1 (Paragraph 40). 

Claim 13 recites the elements of Claim 2, except that the field effect 
transistor is limited as n-channel. Gohlke discloses an n-channel field effect 
transistor 127 included in the means for blocking. 

Regarding Claim 14, Gerlach does not disclose that the metal oxide 
varistor is rated up to about 150 volts. It would have been obvious to those 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to select the rating of the 
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varistor based on the expected voltages that are going to occur in the circuit and 
the desired cutoff level of the voltage transients spikes. Furthermore, it has been 
held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it 
is not inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges by routine 
experimentation. In re Alter, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 
(CCPA 1955). 

Regarding Claim 15, Gohlke discloses the over voltage transient 
protection circuit, wherein the means for absorption absorbs a first portion of the 
voltage transient and the filed effect transistor (means for blocking) blocks a 
second portion of the voltage transient, and the second portion may represent up 
to all of the voltage transient (Paragraph 6). 

Claim 18 recites the elements of Claim 2 with the additional limitation of 
150 volts rating for the MOV as recited in Claim 14 and 150 volts rating for a first 
FET. Gohlke does not disclose that the FET is rated about 1 50 volts. It would 
have been obvious to those skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to select the rating of the transistors based on the expected voltages that are 
going to occur in the circuit and the desired cutoff level of the voltage transients 
spikes. Furthermore, it has been held that where the general conditions of a 
claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or 
workable ranges by routine experimentation. In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 
USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). 

Regarding Claim 19, Gohlke discloses that the means for blocking which 
includes a second field effect transistor 1 14, and the second part of Claim 19 is in 
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conflict with the invention as disclosed by the Applicant as the second FET is 
connected to the first. 

Clam 20 basically recites elements of Claim 15. Therefore, please see the 
rejection of Claim 15. Claims 21-22 and 24 basically recite an electrical transient 
protection circuit with elements disclosed in Claims 16 and 18, except that the 
means for absorbing and means for blocking recited in Claims 16 and 18 are 
recited as electronic components, which are taught by the prior art references. 
Therefore, please refer to the above rejection. 

Regarding Claim 23, Gohlke discloses the means for absorbing which 
includes a transient voltage suppressor 107, or, 109, or 1 1 1 (Paragraph 40). 
6. Claims 7, and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gohlke (US 2004/0061379) in view of Allman (US 5,410,441). 
Regarding Claim 7, Gohlke discloses the electrical transient protection circuit 
further including a field effect transistor Q28. Gohlke does not disclose a body 
diode electrically oriented for blocking a negative of the input voltage. Allman 
discloses an electrical transient protection circuit (Figure 1) including a field effect 
transistor 101 having a body diode electrically oriented for blocking a negative of 
the input voltage (Column 2, lines 41-46). It would have been obvious to those 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Gohlke's circuit 
with a field effect transistor having a body diode as taught by Allman, because 
the body diode which is reverse biased when the input voltage is negative and is 
effective as a block against current flow through he load. 
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Regarding Claim 1 1 , Allman discloses the over voltage transient 
protection circuit (Figure 1), wherein the means for absorbing includes a first field 
effect transistor 101 having a drain electrically connected to the input voltage, 
and further including a second FET 102 having a source connected to the source 
of the first transistor and gate electrically connected to the gate of the first 
transistor, a state of the first transistor being controlled as a function of the input 
voltage, and state of the second transistor being controlled as a function of a 
state of the first transistor, the second FET providing the protection against a 
negative input voltage (Column 2, lines 28-45). 

Regarding Claim 12, Gohlke and Allman do not disclose that the first FET 
is rated about 1 50 volts and the second FET is rated up to about 1 50 volts. It 
would have been obvious to those skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to select the rating of the transistors based on the expected voltages that 
are going to occur in the circuit and the desired cutoff level of the voltage 
transients spikes. Furthermore, it has been held that where the general 
conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover 
the optimum or workable ranges by routine experimentation. In re Aller, 220 F.2d 
454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Lucy Thomas whose telephone number is 
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571-272-6002. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:00 
AM -4:30 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Brian Sircus can be reached on 571-272-2058. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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